SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
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2nd Session Vote No. 35 Page S-2054 Temp. Record

OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS/Foreign Population Planning Aid & Abortion

SUBJECT: Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, Il . . . H.R. 3019. McConnell/Dole amendment No. 3500 to the Hatfield
modified substitute amendment No. 3466.

ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 43-52

SYNOPSIS: As introduced, H.R. 3019, the Balanced Budget Downpayment Act, Il, will make rescissions and will provic

appropriations for fiscal year 1996 for the five regular appropriations bills that have not yet been signed into |
(three of those bills have been vetoed, one has been stalled by a Senate Demaocratic filibuster on its conference reploats and c
been stalled by a Senate Democratic filibuster against even beginning its consideration).

The Hatfield modified substitute amendment contains the text of S. 1594, as reported, which is the Senate's versian of th
The amendment would increase spending by $1.2 billion over the House-passed amount, and would create a $4.8 billion contin
fund to accommodate part of the additional $8 billion in spending requested by President Clinton (funds would not benledsased t
offsets were identified and enacted; President Clinton did not ask for or identify any means of paying for his increasgd sper
proposals). As amended, the contingency fund was reduced due to increased education spending with offsets (see vote No.

The McConnell/Dole amendmentvould strike section 3001. Section 3001 would allow the President to make available foreig
assistance funds for population planning assistance regardless of the restrictions in public law 104-107 if he deterepiogddand r
to Congress that the effect of those restrictions would be to decrease the availability of population planning serviufisanty sig
increase the number of abortions.

(The restrictions in public law 104-107 suspend foreign assistance funding for population planning activities until JaiJy 1, 1¢
and limit further funding for the next 15 months at 65 percent of the fiscal year 1995 appropriated level, apportionedhbn a mol
basis. The restrictions were enacted as a compromise to end an impasse between the House and the Senate on the Faseign O
Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996. The Senate favored funding for the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) and
family planning assistance to organizations that also performed abortions. The House opposed funding for the UNFPA beca
operates in China, which has forced abortion and coercive sterilization policies, and it opposed funding for organizaieds that

(See other side)
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abortion as a method of birth control. The restrictions were passed to move the issue from the appropriations process to the
authorizing committees, with the expectation that those committees would fashion a permanent-law compromise. See vote No. 4 and
104th Congress, 1st session, vote Nos. 456, 561, and 575 for related debate.)

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The McConnell/Dole amendment would strike the section of the bill that would strike the current restrictions on funding for
foreign assistance for population planning. Those restrictions were put in place as a stop-gap means of enacting the Foreign
Operations Appropriations bill. The problem was that a majority of House Members were insisting on the adoption of twsprovisio
relating to abortion, and a majority of Senators were insisting on their removal. One provision was to block funding fiampopula
planning from going to foreign organizations that performed abortions, and the other provision was to block funds frorthgoing to
UNFPA for as long as it operated in China, which has coercive abortion and sterilization policies. After repeated attempts to
compromise failed, the appropriators put restrictions on all population funding as a means of forcing the issue intaz#goauthor
process where it belongs. These types of policy matters should be fought out and decided by enacting permanent leggglation inst
of by rehashing them each year on appropriations bills. Most of us who oppose the Hatfield amendment agree with the House--we
do not think the United States should be in any way associated with China's horrendous policies, and we do not thinkKsthat any U
foreign aid should go to organizations that use abortion as a method of birth control.

However, Senators who have different views should still support this amendment. We are well aware that many of our colleagues,
both pro-choice and pro-life, are convinced that supporters of this amendment, and House Members, are being shortsighted. We ar
well aware that they are convinced that denying funds for contraceptives anywhere will simply result in more pregnancaies and mo
abortions. The important point, though, is that a majority of House Members do not agree, and they are not going to change thei
minds on this bill. If we insist on the bill language, we will be right back to square one. The President will never ko this
because it will never get to him--House conferees are not going to agree to unrestricted population assistance fundingfuCalm, ¢
deliberation, with adequate time for hearings and expert testimony, is going to be necessary to craft a workable comptimise on
these abortion issues. Even on the very remote chance that the House allows the language to go through, it will be i@ very Pyrrh
victory, because we will have the same fight in a few months on the fiscal year 1997 appropriations bill, and evenftbillithtrea
an authorization-language compromise is reached. The McConnell/Dole amendment would strike the language in this bill that will
reopen the abortion fights that stalled the Foreign Operations Appropriations bill for months. We do not want to stadidhiebil
support this amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

We will start by noting that the author of the language in this bill is an unabashedly pro-life Senator, Senator Hatfiedtl. This
has not helped him politically because he represents Oregon, which is perhaps the most pro-choice State in the coimaisy, but he
honorably, and vocally, stuck by his principles. Senator Hatfield, among others, believes that the true pro-life vote on the
McConnell/Dole amendment is a "no" vote.

The next fact that must be noted is that our memory of events on the Foreign Operations Appropriations bill is a good deal
different than is the memory of our colleagues. We do not remember reaching a "compromise” solution--we remember the Foreign
Operations bill being tied to a large omnibus bill, and we remember being told by House Members that we could either take the
"compromise"” language they had drafted without our participation or we could shut the Government down again. Under those
circumstances, we allowed the language to pass. The Senate was deprived of its chance to have an influence on thisganguage. Th
bill will undo that injustice.

On the merits, we think that funding must be started again for foreign population assistance. The "compromise" provision that
was adopted due to concern over two small parts of that aid was to cut all family planning assistance for fiscal yea51996 by 8
percent. This solution is extremely short-sighted. Both pro-life and pro-choice Members agree that the high number of abortions
around the world is tragic and should be reduced. As we see it, the most effective means of preventing abortions is to prevent
pregnancies in the first place. The most effective means the United States has for reducing the incidence of abortioe,world-wid
therefore, is to fund contraceptive programs. We by no means dispute that in many parts of the world abortion is a pashary meth
of birth control, but we add that refusing to provide alternatives in countries will not do anything to stop that prgotam, A
point to the former Soviet-bloc countries, where abortion rates are rapidly declining. While under the Soviet Unionisaoetmol,
in those countries did not have access to contraceptives, and they had an average of 7 abortions over their lifetintes.arbose ra
dropping now that contraceptives are more readily available.

According to the Alan Guttmacher Institute, which is the research wing of Planned Parenthood, the funding restrictions in this
bill will lead to 1.9 million more unplanned births and 1.6 million more abortions. Both pro-life and pro-choice Senatoifinshoul
this result unacceptable. We urge our colleagues to look at the facts--the McConnell/Dole amendment would increase the number
of abortions worldwide, and should thus be defeated.
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